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1. THE DECLARATI ON
1.1 SITE NAME AND LOCATI ON

G oundwat er, Qperable Unit 2
M chael sville Landfill

Aber deen Proving G ound
Harford County, Maryl and

1.2 STATEMENT COF BASI S AND PURPCSE

This Record of Decision (ROD) docunment presents the selected renmedial action for groundwater, soil,
surface water, and sedinent at Mchaelsville Landfill (MF) Qperable Unit 2 (QU 2) in the Aberdeen
Area of Aberdeen Proving G ound (APG and is intended to conply with the National Environnental
Policy Act of 1969. The selection of the renedial action was conducted in accordance with the
Conpr ehensi ve Envi ronnmental Response, Conpensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980 as

armended by the Superfund Anendrments and Reaut horization Action of 1986, and, to the extent
practicable, the National G| and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP). This
decision is based on the Admi nistrative Record for the site.

The Maryl and Departnent of the Environnment (MDE) concurs with the selected renedy at this site.
1.3 DESCR PTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY

The selected remedy at this site is no further action with nonitoring to verify that no unacceptable
exposures to potential hazards posed by conditions at MLF QU 2 will occur in the future.

1.4 DECLARATI ON STATEMENT

No remedi al actions are necessary to ensure protection of human health, welfare, or the environnent.
There are no unacceptabl e human health risks presented by contam nation in the surface soil, surface
water, or sediment. APG has prohibited installation of drinking water wells within 1/4 mle of the
perinmeter of the landfill cap. These restrictions to the devel opnent of groundwater will elimnate
exposure to the potential hazards fromthe groundwater. At this tinme, there are no unacceptabl e

ecol ogi cal risks presented by the contam nation in soil, groundwater, surface water, or sedinent. |In
accordance with NCP Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii), a 5-year review wi |l be perfornmed.

<I MG SRC 97092B>
2. DEC SI ON SUMWARY
2.1 SITE NAVE, LOCATION, AND DESCRI PTI ON
2.1.1 Site Nane and Location
M chael sville Landfill is located in the north-central portion of the Aberdeen Area of APG in
Maryl and. APGis a 72,500-acre Arny Installation located in Harford and Baltinore counties on the
western shore of the Upper Chesapeake Bay (Fig. 1). The installation is bordered to the east and south
by the Chesapeake Bay; to the west by Gunpowder Falls State Park, the Crane Point Power Plant, and

residential areas; and to the north by the towns of Edgewood, Joppa, Magnolia, and Aberdeen. The Bush
Ri ver divides APGinto the Edgewood Area to the west of the river and the Aberdeen Area to the east.

M chael sville Landfill is located in the north-central portion of Aberdeen Area. The landfill
enconpasses about 20 acres and ed in the security-controlled portion of APG QU 1 consists of
the landfill proper and its contents. M.F QU 2 consists of groundwater, surface soil, surface water,

and sediment in the vicinity of MF.
2.1.2 Site Description
2.1.2.1 Topography

APGis in the Atlantic Coastal Plain Physiographic Province, which is characterized by | owlying,
gently rolling terrain. The topography of M.F was changed in the course of installation of the new cap

systemin 1994. The landfill originally had elevations ranging from28 to 46 feet above mean sea
| evel , which included waste nounded to approximately 16 feet above the original surface el evation.
The addition of the nmultilayered cap evened out the landfill topography, increased elevations by a

m nimumof 5 feet, and decreased the side slopes to 4% The new landfill cap is covered with grass



and | ow vegetation. Beyond the linmts of the landfill, the surrounding terrain is gently sloping and
has nunerous | ow|ying areas.

2.1.2.2 Ceol ogy.

The subsurface geology at MF is characterized by |ateral and vertical variations in |ithol ogy and
texture explained by fluctuations in sea | evel and depositional history. The nethods of deposition in
the area are irregular and result in heterogeneous deposits. In roughly ascending order, the deposits
consi st of Precanbrian bedrock, which is overlain by Lower Cretaceous Coastal Plain sedinments of the
Pot omac Group. The Potonmac Group is conprised of three fornations that show no consistent boundari es:
the Patuxent, a silty fine to nediumsand with minor clay |enses, the Arundel, a silty clay to clayey
silt with Ienses of organic silty clay with traces of lignite and ironstone nodul es; and the

Pat apasco, a fine to mediumsand, silt, and clay. Overlying the Cretaceous sedinments are the
Quaternary formations consisting of fine to nediumsilty sand and m xtures of fine gravel and | enses
of silt and clay.

<| MG SRC 97092C>
2.1.2.3 Surface Water

The surface water bodies around MLF are small, seasonal ditches that feed into one of two branches of
Rommey Creek approximately 1000 meters sout hwest of M.F. The seasonal ditches have a depth of 2 to
4 feet to the stream bed and do not show sips of eroding the upper silty clay. The Romey Creek
tributaries are larger streanms with well-defined channels and streamdepths of 5 to 7 feet. The
seasonal ditches contain flowing water during late fall, winter, and early spring; however, flowis
limted in late spring and sunmer.

The surface water flow appears to be to the west-southwest toward the main branch of Rommey Creek

2000 meters sout hwest of MLF. Rommey Oreek then enters the Chesapeake Bay a few miles south of

M.F. The tidal nature of the Bay is thought to influence Rommey Creek, but the degree of influence is
not known. The areas around the seasonal ditches may be classified as wetlands. The silty clay all ows
the ponding of water on the ground surface and sl ows percol ation of surface water into the upper

aqui fer.

A storm water managenent pond is |ocated at the southern end of NMF, but it is not hydrologically
connected to the ditches.

2.1.2.4 Hydrogeol ogy

The geol ogy and stratigraphy of MLF can be generalized into four zones: (1) the surface upper silt and
clay (upper 5 to 12 feet); (2) upper sand and gravel or upper aquifer (thickness of 11 to 36 feet);

(3) interbedded silt, clay, and sand groundwater unit (thickness of 11 to 96 feet); and (4) the |ower
clay unit (thickness of 50 to 60 feet). The upper aquifer is sem confined because of the upper clay

| ayer, the shallow nonitoring wells are in the upper aquifer and the deep nonitoring wells amin a
silty sandy unit within the interbedded aquitard unit. Figure 2 shows the groundwater nmovenent in the
vicinity of MF.

2.1.3 Ecol ogy

The habitats at MLF QU 2 include upland forested areas fields, and wetland. The region to the
northwest of M.F is mature deci duous forest with an open understory; to the north and are

young forested wetlands and a stand of young trees that are predom nantly red naple. The areas

may support a diverse variety of species including, but not limted to, red fox, gray squirrel, flying
squirrel, chipnunk, raccoon, opossum white-tailed deer, and woodpeckers.

The remaining areas to the north and east are covered with grassy fields with intermttent wetlands
al ong the ditches and now Rormey Creek. Areas to the south are predom nately grassy fields, and the
area to the west is forested. Field species supported include field mce, voles, Eastern cottontail
bobwhi te, nmourni ng dove, killdeer, hawks, and other birds. Wetlands species include cattails, rushes,
great blue heron, frogs, other anphibians, freshwater invertebrates, and a variety of aquatic and
terrestrial insects

<I MG SRC 97092D>
The drai nage ditches near the landfill could support seasonal popul ations of insects, anphibians, and

aquatic invertebrates. Sone nmumm chog fish were present in the ditches downgradient from MF, and
they remain in the snall areas that hold water throughout the sunmer.



Bal d eagles, currently classified as a federal threatened species, are known to nest within 1 mle of
M.F QU 2. Because the ditches surrounding MLF QU 2 are seasonal and intermttent, it is unlikely that
bald eagles will forage at the site. Based on available facility natural resource information, no

ot her threatened or endangered species are known to occur in the areas surrounding M.F QU 2.

2.1.4 Denography and Land Use

APG was established in 1917 and began testing ammunition and mlitary materiel in 1918. Minitions,
weapons, and materiel research and devel opnent activities supported mlitary efforts during Wrld War
Il and the Korean and Vietnamconflicts. This mission of APG continues to the present day. The

Aber deen Area of APG has been the site of weapons, aircraft, and other equipnent testing. The types of
muni tions tested include bonbs, small arms projectile, rockets, high explosive ammunition,

anti personnel m nes and weapons, chem cal nunitions, and incendiary and snoke grenades. Chemi cal
muni ti ons have al so been fired in the Aberdeen Area. MF is situated in the security-controlled
portion of APG The 1-mle radius of M.F consists of APG property. The nain industrial sector of the
Aberdeen Area is | ocated approxi mately 3300 feet north of MLF. Qperations within 1500 feet of MF
include a firing range, an amunition receiving and transfer facility, a nmetal scrap yard, a | owl evel
radi oactive waste short-termstorage facility, and a former pistol firing range. APG barracks are
located 1 nile north of MLF, and on-post famly housing is located 2 nmiles north. The Gty of Aberdeen
is approximately 4 mles north of MLF, and the Gty of Perryman is |ocated approximately 2 mles west
of MF.

2.2 SITE H STORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTI V11Tl ES

2.2.1 Site Hstory

Qperations at MLF began in late 1969 and continued through 1980. Landfill operations included trench-
and-fill disposal of donestic and nonindustrial waste fromsources at APG Based on verbal and witten
evi dence, other material that may have been disposed of in MF includes pesticide containers, rabbit
dr oppi ngs, sw nm ng pool paint, asbestos, shingles, solvents, waste nmotor oil, transformer oil

cont ai ni ng pol ychl ori nated bi phenyl s, pesticides, rodenticides, and wastewater treatment sludges.
Since waste was received fromthe Edgewood area, themis a possibility that substances contam nated
with chemcal warfare nateriel nay be present in MF. Agent degradati on conpounds were found in a few
wel I's supporting this possibility.

In 1981 the Harford County Departnent of Health recommrended capping the landfill. In response, an
i mpervious soil cap was placed on MLF in 1993. Follow up inspections in 1983 and 1985 indi cated that
the landfill cap did not appear to be functioning properly to prevent water infiltration into the
landfill. Leachate seeps occurred several tines between capping in 1983 and 1991. In 1991, a |eachate

collection systemwas installed along the northwestern side of MLF to provide for proper disposal of
the | eachate.

In 1994 a new, multilayered cap systemw th a geosynthetic nenbrane was installed in accordance with
MDE requirenents for sanitary landfills. Installation of the new cap included surface water controls
for seasonal precipitation and the installation of a methane gas venting systemw thin the |andfill
cap system The | eachate collection systeminstalled in 1991 was renoved and repl aced by a new

dr ai nage system The contents of MF are considered as QU 1 of M.LF, and all actions taken on the
landfill itself were handled under a ROD for the unit.

2.2.2 Enforcenent

M.F was placed on United States Environnental Protection Agency's (USEPA) National Priorities List
on Cctober 4, 1989. Subsequently in March 1990, APG signed a Federal Facilities Agreement (FFA)
with USEPA, Region IIl. The general purposes of the FFA are to:

. ensure that the environnental inpacts associated with past and present activities are
thoroughly investigated and appropriate responses taken to protect public health, welfare, and
t he environnent;

. establish a procedural framework and schedul e for devel oping, inplenenting, and nonitoring
appropriate environmental response actions;

. ensure integration with other environnental prograns and permts; and

. facilitate cooperation, infornmation exchange, and participation in such actions.

MF is specifically described as a study area in the FFA

2.3 HGHLIGATS OF COMUNI TY PARTI Cl PATI ON



APG currently has a Restoration Advisory Board (RAB) that consists of representatives fromlocal
governnent agenci es, businesses, and the community groups playing an active role in the Installation
Restoration Program (I RP) process. One active group represented on the RAB is the Aberdeen Proving
G ound Superfund Citizens Coalition. The RAB meets nonthly to discuss and concur on a variety of
topics regarding the environmental programat APG The board has the opportunity to review and
comment on all docunents addressing the IRP sites. APG offered opportunities for public input and
comunity participation during the Rl and Proposed Plan for MLF QU 2. The Proposed Pl an was nade
available in the Adm nistrative Record, which was housed in public facilities off the APG
installation. The notice of availability of the Proposed Plan was published in The Aegis (Harford
County | ocal paper), the Kent County News (Kent County |ocal paper), The Avenue (Baltinore County

| ocal paper), and the Cecil Wig (Cecil County |ocal paper) on June 11, 1997, and in the APG News
(installation newspaper) on June 11, 1997. A public coment period was hold from June 11 through July
25, 1997. The public comment period was not extended as there were no requests for an extension. APG
held a public nmeeting on July 2, 1997, at 7:00 p.m at the Aberdeen Senior Center, Aberdeen, Mryland
to discuss the investigation activities that occurred at MLF QU 2. Representatives fromthe USEPA
MDE, and APG were present to answer questions about APG MF QU 2, and the recommended al ternative

A summary of questions and responses fromthe public neeting is included in the Responsiveness
Summary (Section 3). These community participation activities fulfill the requirenents of Section
113(k)(2))(B)(I-v) and 117(a)(2) of CERCLA

2.4 SCOPE AND ROLE CF THE OPERABLE UNI'T

This ROD docunents the selected renedy for surface soil, surface water, sedinent, and groundwater at
M.F. . MLF QU 2 represents one conponent of a conprehensive environnental investigation and

cl eanup being performed under the IRP at APG | nvestigations conpleted or underway in the APG

Aber deen Area include Mchaelsville Landfill OJ 1 and QU 2, Wstern Boundary Areas Study, and

Q her Aberdeen Areas Study. The MLF QU 1 investigations addressed the landfill proper and the
contents as a potential source of contam nation. APG is conducting a nore conprehensive investigation
of ecological inpacts in its Western Boundary Areas Study and the O her Aberdeen Areas Study that
enconpasses the entire Aberdeen peninsula. APG is evaluating groundwater contam nation and its
associated risks in the Western Boundary Area and Ot her Aberdeen Areas Studies. Al existing data will
be used in these risk assessnents and the cl eanup deci si on-nmaki ng process. This ROD for M.F
considers only the area in close proximty to the landfill. Protectiveness of this action will be

eval uated during the five-year review process. Long-termnonitoring data will be available for those
revi ews.

2.5 SITE CHARACTER STI CS

The MLF QU 2 Rl generated geol ogi cal and hydrogeol ogi cal informati on and anal ytical data on current
groundwat er, surface water, sedinent, and surface soil conditions

2.5.1 Summary of Site G oundwater Characteristics

A prelimnary screening of groundwater results used the USEPA Region Ill risk based concentrations
(RBCs) and the USEPA maxi mum contami nant |evels (MCLs) for drinking water. Thirty-two wells in

shal | ow groundwat er were investigated. El even of those were considered to be upgradi ent wells.
Cenerally, inorganic analytes were nore frequently detected than organic anal ytes. Al um num

amoni a, antinony, arsenic, beryllium cadmum chromum iron, |ead, nanganese, nickel, thallium

1, 2-di chl oroet hane, 1, 1-dichl oroethene, 1, 2-dichloropropane, 1,1, 2, 2-tetrachl oroethane, trans 1, 3-

di chl or opr opene, al pha benzene hexachl ori de, benzene, chloroform trichloroethylene, and vinyl
chloride were detected at concentrations that exceeded the RBCs or the MCLs. Chloroformand 1,1, 2, 2-
tetrachl oroet hane were only detected in the upgradient wells. Al umnum arsenic, beryllium iron
manganese, and thallium exceeded RBCs or MCLs in the upgradi ent and down gradient wells. The
distribution of contami nation is not indicative of any distinct plume of contam nation coming from
M.F; however downgradient wells generally have a greater nunber of contam nants than upgradi ent wells.
Arsenic generally is detected at much hi gher concentrati ons downgradi ent of the M.LF than upgradi ent
(One upgradi ent shall ow wel |l exceeded the MCL for gross al pha radiation in 1995. The results were not
confirmed during resanpling in 1996. One downgradi ent shallow well exceeded the MCL for gross beta
radi ation in 1995. Thiodiglycol, isopropyl nethyl phosphonic acid (I MPA), and nethyl phosphonic acid
(MPA) chenical warfare degradation products were detected in April 1996 sanpl es of four

downgradi ent wells. Confirmatory sanpling with a refined anal ytical procedure in April 1997 detected
only thiodiglycol at two MLF wells. There is no conparison value for thiodiglycol

El even wells surrounding MLF are deep wells. They are situated in a sem confined groundwater unit
about 100 feet deep. Five of the wells are upgradient of MLF, and one well is in a different



hydr ogeol ogi ¢ unit than the other wells. Arsenic, amonia, iron, and nmanganese were detected in
upgr adi ent and downgradi ent deep wells at levels greater than the RBCs. Vinyl chloride and cadm um
were al so detected, but not at |evels or frequencies indicative of unacceptable risk. One deep well
reported one detection of gross al pha radiation higher than the MCL.

2.5.2 Summary of Site Surface Water Characteristics

Unfiltered surface runoff water results were conpared to the USEPA Anbient Water Quality Criteria
(AW, derived Final Chronic Values, or calcul ated val ues based on Great Lakes Water Quality
Initiative Tier |l nethodol ogy. No organi c conmpounds were detected in surface water above compari son
values. Barium cadnmium chromum cobalt, copper, iron, |ead, nmanganese, vanadium and zinc were
detected at concentrations exceedi ng the conparison values in the upgradi ent and downgradi ent

| ocations. N ckel exceeded the conparison value only at an upgradient |ocation. The highest |ead
concentrations were found in the upgradi ent sanples, which may be indicative of another source area

2.5.3 Summary of Site Sediment Characteristics

Sedinent results were conpared to human health RBCs, the USEPA-proposed Sedi nent Quality

Criteria, or the National Cceanic and Atnospheric Administration's Effects Range Low val ues. The first
round of downgradi ent sanples contained cadm um |ead, zinc, bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate, and eight

pol ynucl ear aronatic hydrocarbons (PAHS)--such as benzo(a)pyrene--that exceeded RBCs. The

| ocati on of benzo(a)pyrene and the other PAHs suggests that these detections may be related to a
nearby railroad track or asphalt road. Additional sanpling in Decenber 1996 confirnmed the presence of
PAHs, but at concentrations below all conparison criteria

2.5.4 Summary of Site Soil Characteristics

Five surface soil sanples were collected: two fromupgradient |ocations and three fromlocations
around the perineter of MLF not affected during capping activities. Arsenic was the only contam nant
detected above the RBC for soil, and it was detected in upgradi ent and downgradi ent sanpl es

2.6 SUWARY CF SI TE RI SKS

APG conducted a human health and ecol ogical risk assessnent as part of the Rl to estimate the
probability and nagnitude of potential adverse hunan health effects and environmental effects from
contam nants at the site.

2.6.1 Human Health Ri sk

The USEPA- approved human health risk assessment nethod foll owed a four-step process:

(1) contam nant identification, which identified those hazardous substances of significant concern at
the site; (2) exposure assessnent, which identified actual or potential exposure pathways,
characterized receptor popul ation, and determ ned the extent of possible exposure; (3) toxicity
assessnent, which considered the types and nagni tude of adverse human health effects associated with
the contaminants; and (4) risk characterization, which sumarized the potential risks posed by the
site contam nants.

2.6.1.1 Contamnant ldentification

The data were sunmmarized by environnmental nedium Shal |l ow groundwat er was grouped into | ocation

data sets: upgradient, northwestern, and southeastern. Sanpling data were conmpared to quality contro
sanpl es such as blanks. Data that were rejected in the quality review were not used in the risk
assessnent. Statistical calculations were performed to incorporate duplicate sanples and nondet ect ed
values. The total frequency of detection was determ ned. The maxi num detected concentrations of the
sumari zed data were rescreened to adjusted USEPA Region |1l RBCs using a calculated toxicity |leve

of 1 x 10 -6 cancer risk level and 0.1 Hazard Index (H). This adjustnent provides a nore health
protective screening tool to account for synergistic or additive effects of contam nants. This
screening resulted in the identification of nore contam nants of potential concern (COPCs) than are
listed in Section 2.5 of this ROD. Chemicals with nmaxi mumconcentrations |ess than the adjusted RBCs
were elimnated fromfurther eval uation. The inorganic contam nants cal cium iron, nagnesium

pot assi um and sodi umwere elimnated because they are common nutrients that pose adverse health
effects only at high concentrations. |norganic conpounds that were el evated above adjusted RBCs were
conpared statistically to upgradient val ues. Conmpounds with | evels higher than the adjusted RBC but

| ower than the upgradi ent val ue were eval uated separately from contam nants that exceeded the adjusted
RBC and the upgradi ent val ue.

No conpounds, inorganic or organic, were identified as COPCs in the shallow northwestern



groundwater. In the shallow sout heastern groundwater acetone, benzene, al pha-BHC, chl orobenzene,

1, 2-di chl oroet hane, 1, 1-dichl oroethene, cis-1.2-dichloroethene, 1,2,-dichloropropane, trans-1, 3-

di chl oropropene, trichloroethylene, vinyl chloride, antinony, arsenic, cobalt, manganese, and 2,2'-
oxybi s(1- chl oropropane) --whi ch has no toxicity conparison val ues--were COPCs. 2.2'-oxybis(1-

chl oropropane) is not used in quantitative risk assessnment; it is retained as a COPC because of the
uncertainty in the risk assessment process. In the deep groundwater, only carbon disulfide, viny

chl oride, arsenic, and cadmi umwere COPCs. No radiological screening criteria were exceeded using the
statistical upper confidence limt for sanples fromME QU 2

Wien arsenic was identified at levels greater than the RBCin soil, it was less than the background
concentration. Titaniumwas the only COPC retained in the surface soil because titani umhas no
toxicity values and adds uncertainty to the risk assessnent. The sedi ment sanples were al so separated
into the northwestern and sout heastern data sets. Titaniumwas the only COPC in the northwestern
sedinent data set and is not used in quantitative risk assessnent; benzo(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene
benzo(b) fl uorant hene, di benzo(a, h)anthracene, indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene, arsenic, and titani um (not used

in quantitative risk assessnent) were COPCs identified in the southeastern sedinent data set. 1In the
northwestern surface water data set, titaniumwas the only COPC identified but is not used in
quantitative risk assessment. |In the southeastern surface water data set 4-nethyphenol, antinony,

cadmium nercury, and titanium (not used in quantitative risk assessment) were identified as COPCs.
2.6.1.2 Exposure Assessnent

The obj ective of the exposure assessnent is to estimate the type and nagni tude of potential exposures
to chemcals that may be present at, or migrating from the site. Exposure scenarios representative of
the current and future potential exposures were devel oped. These scenarios for current |and use

i ncl uded incidental ingestion and dernal absorption of COPCs in sedinent by trespassers and dernal
absorption of COPCs in surface water by trespassers. Under future |and-use conditions, it was

hypot hesi zed that APG workers woul d i ngest water fromthe M.F nonitoring wells as a worst-case
scenari 0. The exposure assessment uses an exposure-poi nt concentration. Exposure-point concentrations
are concentrations of a chemical in a given nediumthat a receptor may be exposed to at a specific

| ocati on. The reasonabl e nmaxi mum exposure (RMVE) is the highest exposure that coul d reasonably be
expected for a given pathway at a site and is intended to account for both uncertainty in the

contam nant concentration and variability in the exposure paraneters. To account for the uncertainty
in the contam nant concentration, the 95% upper confidence limt (UCL) was cal cul ated and used as the
exposure point concentration. Wen the 95% UCL exceeded the naxi mum val ue, the naxi mum val ue was used
For a detailed discussion of the statistical treatnment of data in the risk assessnent, see Section 6.4
of the R.

2.6.1.3 Toxicity Assessnent

Human health risks or hazards are defined for two classes of chem cal contaminants: carcinogens and
noncar ci nogens. Exposure to carcinogenic chenmicals may result in an increased risk of a specific type
of cancer. The risk of cancer is expressed as the chance of the occurrence of that type of cancer for
an individual with the given exposure. These cancers are over and above the background rate of cancer
inthe United States (that is, they represent an excess cancer risk). Arisk level of 1 in 1 nmillion
(1 x 10 -6) nmeans that themis a 1 in 1 mllion increased chance of devel oping cancer as a result of
exposure to the environnental contam nant. The USEPA has establish an excess cancer risk level of 1 in
1 mllionto 1 in 10 thousand 1 x 10 -6 to 1 X 10 -4) as the target risk range for determning the
effectiveness and health protectiveness of an environnental renedial action. Cancer risks greater than
1 in 10 thousand generally warrant an eval uation of renedial actions to reduce human health risks

Cancer risk is calculated using a USEPA-derived val ue called the cancer slope factor. The cancer sl ope
factors for the MLF QU 2 Rl were obtained fromthe USEPA Integrated Ri sk Information System (IR'S)

if possible. [If values were not available fromIR'S, the USEPA Health Effects Assessment Summary
Tabl es (HEAST) were used. The USEPA National Center for Environmental Assessnent has provided
provisional toxicity criteria for sone contaninants at APG

For noncarci nogeni ¢ contam nants, the USEPA reference dose (RfD) is used to create a nunerical ratio
called the Hazard Quotient (HQ. Values for the HQ of greater than 1.0 indicate that noncarci nogenic
adverse health effects nmay be likely to occur. The RfDs are obtained fromthe USEPA IR S and HEAST
data sources. The RfD represents in intake |evel bel ow which adverse health effects are unlikely and
above which adverse effects may be likely to occur within an order of nagnitude of uncertainty. The
H® for several pathways are added together to give a scenario or nedia total. This total is called
the H .

The toxicity values for carcinogeni c and noncarci nogeni ¢ exposure are derived for oral exposures. In
sone cases it was appropriate to nodify an aral RfD or slope factor to account for dermal exposure to



a hazardous chemical. The nethodol ogy and justification for this nmodification is given in Section
6.5 of the RI.

For the PAHs, USEPA rel ative potencies (toxicity equival ency factors) were used to adjust the slope
factors for all carcinogenic PAHs based on the slope factor for benzo(a)pyrene. The rel ative potency
for benzo(a)pyrene is given as 1.0; for dibenzo(a, h)anthracene 1.0; and for benzo(a)anthracene,
benzo(b) fl uorant hene, and indeno(1, 2, 3-c,d)pyrene 0.1

2.6.1.4 Risk Characterization

Presented in Tables 1-3 is the cumul ative human health risk for the exposure pat hways chosen for MF
QU 2. Under the current |and-use conditions, the total excess carcinogenic risk to trespassers is 3 in
1 mllion (3 x 10 -6) as a result of sedinment exposure. The noncarcinogenic H was less than 1.0
indicating no |ikelihood of adverse health effects. Under the future potential exposure conditions

the total cancer risk fromingestion of shallow groundwater by APG workers was 8 in 1 hundred thousand
(8 x 10 -5) with vinyl chloride contributing the majority of the risk. The H was 10, indicating the
possibility for central nervous system danage contributed primarily from nanganese exposure. In the
deep groundwater the cancer risk was 2 in 1 hundred thousand (2 x 10 -5), with the risk contri buted
primarily fromarsenic. The H was 0.1 indicating noncancer adverse health effects were unlikely. The
areas directly adjacent to this site include an active firing range. The presence of possible

unexpl oded ordnance limts the future use of this site to mlitary/industrial purposes. Drinking water
wel | devel opnent is prohibited within 1/4 mle of the MLF cap perineter.

2.6.2 Ecological Risk

The data were sunmmarized by environnental nedi um and exposure area. Sanpling data were conpared

to quality control sanples such as blanks. Data that were rejected in the quality review were not used
in the risk assessnent. Statistical calculations were performed to incorporate duplicate Sanpl es and
non-det ect ed val ues. The total frequency of detection was determined. A conparison to naturally
occurring val ues was made for inorgani c conpounds and chem cals having |ow toxicities such as cal ci um
magnesi um pot assi um sodi umwere not included in the ecol ogical risk assessnent unless they were
present at very high levels. The data were rescreened using toxicity reference val ues specific for
ecol ogical risk and the environnmental nedia. The ecological COPCs identified by this process are not
necessarily the sane as those contanminants identified in Section 2.5 of this ROD.

Because of the small nunber of sanples per nmedium the RME case was assuned. The RMVE is the high-
end risk descriptor, using the reasonabl e worst case scenario. Under this assunption the risk is
unlikely to be underestimated but may be overesti mated. The likelihood that this RVE scenari o nay
actually occur is small because of the conbination of conservative assunptions incorporated. The
maxi mum val ue was used for the RVE concentration. As an exanple of how the RVE overestimates
ecological risk is in the soil sanpling activities. Purposive soil sanples were collected in areas of
known contam nation. These areas represent the worst case and do not accurately represent the overal
exposure the chemcals that a receptor popul ati on woul d encounter while inhabiting the site. Acetone

aluminum and titaniumwere identified as ecological COPCs in surface soil. |In ditches near M.F
arsenic, selenium titanium DDT, DDE, DDD, Aroclor-1260, Endrin, 16 PAHs, and 9 other organic
conpounds were sel ected as ecol ogical COPCs. In the surface water toluene, phenol, ethylbenzene, 4-

met hyl phenol , carbon disul fide, bis(2-ethyl hexyl)phthal ate, 2-butanone, acetone, antinony, cadm um
mercury, selenium silver, and titaniumwere selected as ecol ogi cal COPCs.

No risk assessnent was perforned for the risks to terrestrial invertebrates such as earthworns because
there are limted toxicity data available for terrestrial invertebrates. The surface soi

concentration of alum numwas higher than the ecol ogical toxicity reference value (TRV) for

terrestrial plants; however, there was no evidence of distressed vegetation during the field

bi ol ogi cal survey, and the on-site concentrations of alumnumare conparable to regional reference
values. (Regional reference values for soil are available in the adninistrative record in US Arny
Envi ronmental Center, 1995. Reference Sanpling and Anal ysis Program Soil, Sediment, and Surface
Water Reference Data Report, Final. March 1995. DAAA 15-91-D-0014.) It is likely that the vegetation
has adapted to naturally occurring high alum numlevels. There are no TRVs for acetone and titaniumin
surface soil for plants.

In the seasonal ditch sedinents, the pesticide DDT (and its nmetabolites DDD and DDE), PAHs, and
arseni c exceed TRVs for aquatic invertebrate organisns. For all of these contam nants there are

i ndi cators of possible upstreamcontributions to the sedi ment contam nation near MLF. M.F ditch
sedinents were used in a 28-day aquatic invertebrate growth test to determ ne actual toxicity. The MF
ditch sedinments showed no adverse effects on aquatic invertebrate growh that were directly
attributable to the MLF sedi ment contani nants.



The surface water in the MLF ditches did not have any organic contam nants that exceeded AWXs.
Cadmium nercury, and silver did exceed the AWXCs and indicate a potential for adverse effects on
aquatic life. However, given that then ditches are very shallow and seasonal in nature, very few
species of aquatic invertebrates or other aquatic life are likely to be adversely affected. The AWXs
are designed to protect popul ations of aquatic life and are not intended to be applied to intermttent
streans. Gven that the aquatic life populations in the seasonal ditches are not stable due to their
intermttent nature, the AWXCs are not relevant and appropriate at this site.

The possible effects of sedinment and surface water contam nants in the context of a food web were
evaluated. In this evaluation, it is assuned that contam nants accurul ate in one species and are
consuned by anot her species. The food web eval uated was that benthic (sedinent) invertebrates in the
seasonal ditches will be exposed to and could accunul ate DDTr (the total of DDT, DDD, and DDE).

Smal | fish (munm chogs) that were observed in sonme of the deeper areas of the ditches can accumul ate
DDTr fromthe ingestion of benthic invertebrates. Mimm chog, in turn, represent potential food sources
for birds and small nammal s that may forage at the site. The great blue heron was selected as the
fish-eating bird for this food web eval uati on because birds are nore sensitive to DDTr than nmammal s
and a bl ue heron was seen at the site. The average sedi nent value for DDIr was used for this

eval uation. Using sorme highly conservative assunpti ons, such as the great blue heron only ingests
munmi chog from MF for all of its food, some potential for adverse health effects was seen fromthe
pesticide DDTr. It is highly unlikely that any adverse health effects will be seen in birds eating
fish fromthe MF ditches because the ditches are seasonal and nmost birds will travel beyond the
boundaries of MF for their food supply. Using a nore realistic assunption that the heron ingests 50%
of its fish fromMF, there is no indication of adverse health effects to the heron.

2.7 DOCUMENTATI ON OF Sl GNI FI CANT CHANGES
There have been no significant changes since the Proposed Pl an was presented.
2.8 THE PREFERRED ALTERNATI VE: NO FURTHER ACTI ON W TH MONI TORI NG

No further action with monitoring will protect human health, welfare, and the environnent at the MF
QU 2 site. The future use scenario is to maintain the site for mlitary/industrial purposes, thus
reducing the risk to people by limting exposure to these areas. There are no unacceptabl e risks
presented by contamnation in the surface soil, surface water, and sedi ment. However, there is a
potential risk fromdrinking ground water, therefore a restriction on the installation of drinking
water wells has been inplenmented. The restriction prohibits the installation of drinking water wells
within 1/4 mle of the perimeter of the landfill cap. This has been authorized by the Director of the
Department of Public Wrks. These restrictions have been put into APG s CGeographical Information
System (@ S) which is utilized in the devel opnent of APG s Real Property Master Plan. These
restrictions would be incorporated into any real property docunents necessary for transferring owner
fromthe Arny, in the unlikely event that the Arny sells this property. The real property docunents
woul d al so include a discussion of the National Priorities List (NPL) status of this site, as well as
a description of the groundwater. In addition, the Director of the Directorate of Safety, Health, and
the Environment of APG will certify to USEPA on an annual basis that them have been no viol ations of
the prohibitions. If a violation has occurred a description of the violation and corrective action to
be taken will be provided. Therefore, no further action with nmonitoring protects hunan health and the
envi ronment and neets the requirenents for both short-termand | ong-termeffectiveness and permanence
set forth in the NCP. A conprehensive nmonitoring plan for the site will be devel oped through a
cooperative effort between the U S. Arny AFG USEPA, and MDE, after this RODis finalized. The plan
will be available in the adm nistrative record, as required by CERCLA



Table 1. Summary of pathway-specific and cumul ative hunan health risks, Mchaelsville

Landfill QU 2, current |and use--trespassers in southeast area

Cont am nant Sedi nent Sedi ment der nal Sur face wat er Tot al
i ngestion adsor ption dernmal absorption

Car ci nogens
Benzo( a) ant hr acene le-07
Benzo( a) pyr ene le- 06
Benzo( b) f | uor ant hene 2e- 07
D benzo( a, h) ant hr acene 3e- 07
I ndeno( 1, 2, 3-cd) pyrene 6e- 08
Arsenic 6e- 07 le- 06
Tot al 2e- 06 le- 06 3e-06
Noncar ci nogens
4- Met hyl phenol 5e-03
Ant i nony 8e- 03
Arsenic 3e-03 6e- 03
Cadmi um 6e- 03
Mer cury | e-03
Tot al 3e-03 6e- 03 2e-02 3e-02
Not es:

No toxicity information exists for titanium

Ri sk Assessnent Qui dance for superfund, Part A 1989, United States Environnental Protection Agency,
EPA/ 540/ 1- 89/ 002. Section 8.2, Exhibits 8-2 and 8-3 present risk results with only one significant
figure.



Table 2. Summary of pathway-specific and cunul ati ve human health risk, Mchaelsville

Landfill QU 2, future | and use--APG worker ingestion of southeast area shall ow groundwat er
Cont am nant Ri sk
Car ci nogens
Benzene 2e-07
al pha- BHC 7e-07
1, 2- Di chl or et hane 3e- 07
1, 1- Di chl or oet hene le- 06
1, 2- Di chl or opr opane 2e-07
trans-1, 3- Di chl or opr opene le-07
Trichl oroet hyl ene 4e-08
Vi nyl chloride le-05
Arsenic 7e-05
Tot al 8e-05
Noncar ci nogens
Acet one 2e-01
Chl or obenzene 3e-04
1, 1- D chl or oet hene 5e- 04
ci s-1, 2-Di chl or oet hene 7e-03
trans-1, 3- Di chl or opr opene 7e-03
Tri chl or oet hyl ene 2e-03
Ant i nony 5e-01
Arsenic 4e-01
Cobal t 3e-02
Manganese | e+01
Tot al le+01

Not es:

No toxicity information exists for titaniumor 2,2'-oxybis(1-chl oropropane)

Ri sk Assessnent Cui dance for Superfund, Part A 1989. United States Environnental Protection Agency,
EPA/ 540/ 1- 89/ 002,

Section 8.2, Exhibits 8-2 and 8-3 present risk results with only one significant figure.



Table 3. Summary of pathway-specific and cunul ati ve human health risks, Mchaelsville

Landfill QU 2, future |and use-APG worker ingestion of deep groundwater

Cont am nant Ri sk
Car ci nogens
Vi nyl chloride le- 06
Arsenic 2e-05
Tot al 2e-05
Noncar ci nogens
Car bon di sul fide le-04
Arsenic le-01
Cadnmi um 4e-02
Tot al | e-01

Not es:

Ri sk Assessnent Qui dance for Superfund, Part A 1989, United State Environnmental Protection Agency,
EPA/ 540/ 1- 89/ 002,
Section 8.2, Exhibits 8-2 and 8-3 present risk results with only one significant figure.



3. RESPONSI VENESS SUMVARY

The final conponent of the ROD is the Responsiveness Summary. The purpose of the Responsiveness
Sumary is to provide a sunmary of the public's coments, concerns, and questions about the
groundwater at MLF and the Arny's responses to these concerns.

During the public comment period, witten comrents were received by APG

APG held a public neeting on July 2, 1997, to fornally present the Proposed Plan and to answer
questions and recei ve comments. The transcript of this meeting is part of the admi nistrative record
for the site. All comments and concerns summari zed bel ow have been considered by the Arny and USEPA in
selecting the final cleanup nmethods for the groundwater at MF.

Thi s responsi veness sunmary is divided into the follow ng sections:

3.1 Overview
3.2 Background on community invol venent
3.3 Summary of comments received during public comment period and APG s responses.

3.1 OVERVIEW

The Arnmy has endorsed a preferred alternative for QU 2 at MLF. APG has proposed no further action with
the exception of periodic sanpling of the environnent media. USEPA and MDE concurred with the
preferred alternative.

The community generally seenms to be in support of the preferred alternative.
3.2 BACKGROUND ON COVMUNI TY | NVOLVEMENT

Citizens' interest in MLF has been primarily expressed through di scussions at RAB neetings (formerly
Techni cal Review Committee meetings) and comrents by the APG Superfund Citizens Coalition (recipient
of USEPA Techni cal Assistance Grants). The nmajor concern raised prior to the Proposed Pl an was

i nclusion of data about MF in studies of other sites in the Aberdeen Area.

APG has mai ntai ned, an active public involvenent and information program H ghlights of the
community's involvenent in the Site and APGs activities during the |ast two years foll ows.

. APG began di scussi ng possibl e cleanup nethods for the M.F groundwater at the June 1995
RAB neeting. Qher board neetings at which APG presented information on the Site were held
Novenber 1995, My 1996, and Septenber 1996.

. APG rel eased the Proposed Plan for M.F for public comment on June 11, 1997. Copies were
avail able to the public at APG s information repositories at the Aberdeen and Edgewood
Branches of the Harford County Library and the MIler Library at Washi ngton Col | ege.

. APG i ssued a press rel ease announcing the availability of the Proposed Plan, the dates of the
public conment period, and the date and time of the public meeting to APGs nedia |ist.

. A 45-day public coment period on the Proposed Plan ran fromJune 11 to July 25, 1997.

. APG pl aced newspaper advertisenents announci ng the public coment period and neeting in
The Aegis, Cecil Wig, The Avenue, Essex Tines, and the Kent County News. (See Attachment
for sanple advertisenent.)

. APG prepared and published a fact sheet on the Proposed Plan. APG nuil ed copies of this fact
sheet to nore 2,590 citizens and elected officials on its IRP mailing list. The fact sheet
included a formcitizens could use to send their coments to APG

. On July 2, 1997, APG held a public neeting at the Aberdeen Senior Center in Aberdeen,
Maryl and. Representatives of the Arny, USEPA, and the MDXE presented information on the
site and their respective positions on the proposed cleanup alternatives.

3.3 SUWARY COF COMVENTS RECEl VED DURI NG THE PUBLI C COMVENT PERI OD AND AGENCY RESPONSES

Comment s rai sed during the MLF public coment period on the Proposed Plan are sunmari zed bel ow.
The comments are categorized by source.



3.3.1 Conmments from Questionnaire Included with Fact Sheet

As part of its fact sheet on the Proposed Plant, APG included a questionnaire that residents could
return with their comrents. APG received four conpleted returns.
Responses on the conpleted returns were:

3 Agree with proposed pl an.
0 Disagree with proposed plan.
1 See comrent 1 bel ow.

Comment 1: | appreciate being informed. However, | amnot educated enough to agree or disagree (I did
not attend the |ate evening neeting). In reading, what you are saying sounds good--anyway | am gl ad
sonmet hing i s being done.

Response: APG appreciates the feedback and will continue to keep citizens informed through a variety
of net hods.

Comment 2: | amnore than satisfied with Aberdeen Proving Gound' s proposed action. | amalso very
pl eased with the way the community is being kept informed.

Response: APG appreci ates the feedback.

Comment 3: | believe APG has done a very good job of remediation of possible hazardous conditions.
Recent findings indicate that little or no hazard still exists. Gound water sanpling should insure
that no | eakage is occurring. Further extensive effort appears to be unnecessary.

Response: APG acknowl edges the conment and agrees.

Comment 4: | agree with the proposed plan. M interest stenms frombeing a retired APG engi neer and
current President of the Maryland Division of the |ssac Wlton League of Anerica, a leader in
conservation for 75 years.

Response: APG acknow edges the comment and appreciates the involvenent of all conmunity groups.
3.3.2 Comments fromthe July 2, 1997 Public Meeting

Two comrents were made at the July 2 public neeting on the Proposed Plan. A full transcript of the
meeting is at APGs infornmation repositories.

Comment 5: One resident stated she would like to see a count of wildlife presently living in the
vicinity of the Mchaelsville Landfill included in the nonitoring process apart fromrisk assessnent
st udi es.

Response: APG currently conducts popul ati on assessnments of ganme species for Aberdeen Area. APG will
not assess game popul ati ons separately around M chael sville Landfill because it is covered by overall
area assessnent

Comment 6: One resident said he was a security guard at APGin 1980 before die landfill was shut down.
He said he saw nunerous trucks being taken into the landfill and druns di sposed of at the landfill.

He is opposed to stopping nonitoring and recomrended that additional wells be drilled. H's concernis
that current nonitoring wells are not sufficient to detect contam nation which mght flow between the
well's. He was al so concerned about the closeness of Gty of Aberdeen and Harford County production
wel |'s.

Response: APG appreciates the additional historical information and invited the resident to personally
visit the site with APG staff to discuss the information further. APG has conduct ed conprehensive
sanpling near the landfill and has not detected any contamination migrating fromMF. Cty of Aberdeen
and Harford County production wells are not affected by groundwater at MF;, these production wells are
al so closely nonitored. APG plans to continue to nonitor the groundwater. In five years, APG and USEPA
will conduct a full review as required by | aw and assess the need for any additional action.

M. Cerald Renoll, the previously mentioned resident, participated in a site visit to Mchaelsville
Landfill on August 25, 1997. M. Renoll was acconpani ed by representatives of APG and M ke Angerman of
MDE. M. Renoll identified the approximate | ocation where 55 gallon drunms were placed in the
landfill. M. Renoll believes the druns may contain a chem cal agent precursor to Agent O ange. The
Arny has groundwater nonitoring wells installed downgradient of this location and will continue
long-termnonitoring as proposed in this Record of Decision.



3.3.3 Conmments fromthe Aberdeen Proving Gound Superfund Ctizens Coalition, July 17,1997
(Comrent s prepared by Theodore Henry, University of Maryland, Programin Toxi col ogy)

Comment 7: The selected alternative of no further action with nonitoring is supported by the Program

i n Toxicol ogy, based on the fact that the groundwater from beneath M chaelsville Landfill (MF) is
being evaluated with a holistic approach in the Western Boundary (WBA) and O her Aberdeen Areas (QAA)
Study Areas. W interpret this to nean that, as data fromother potential sources are eval uated, the
already existing MLF data will be reassessed in conjunction with the newdata. It is inportant for APG
toclarify this issue in the text.

Response: Al existing data will be used in the risk assessnents and deci si on-maki ng process for the
West ern Boundary Area and O her Aberdeen Areas Studies as described in paragraph 2.4 of this ROD.

Comment 8: Wth respect to the selected alternative, the current proposed plan is unclear as far as
what nmonitoring will be conducted. APG needs to clarify whether this involves the collection of
additional nmedia sanples in future years to track contam nant migration, or if this refers to the

i nclusion of already existing MLF data in WBA and/ or OAA assessnents.

Response: A monitoring plan for MLF for QU 2 will be devel oped by APG after the ROD is conpl et ed.
Al sanmples will be collected fromthe MF area.

Comment 9: A few groundwat er sanples from MLF reveal ed radi ol ogi cal readi ngs above conparison
criteria; unfortunately, sanples fromwell-5 were discarded before the specific isotope could be
identified. Wiile these data were not nentioned in the proposed plan, it should be noted that the
Programin Toxicology is concerned with the lack of a clear risk assessnment for radiol ogical
contam nation. The TAG Group continues to work on this issue with APG and the invol ved regul atory
agenci es.

Response: It is agreed that radiological results were not carried through the risk assessment, however
they were eval uated using a 95% upper confidence limt which denonstrated that they posed no
unaccept abl e ri sk.

Comment 10: Lastly it should be noted that the Programin Toxicol ogy disagrees with APG s decision to
renove the future resident scenario fromthe information presented in this Proposed plan. Wile the
projected | and use for this area does not require APG to conduct any renedi ation based on the
exceedences for carcinogeni c and noncarci nogenic risks to the future resident, it does indicate that
contamnation is present and that future residential scenarios should be avoided. To exclude this
information fromthe proposed plan gives the appearance that APGis withholding information fromthe
public and only presenting positive results.

Response: APG acknow edges the stated concern. |If the land at APGis transferred the provisions of
section 120(h) of CERCLA which require an evaluation of intended use and any necessary remnediation
wi Il be acconplished.

Comment 11: Page 2M6: The Restoration Advisory Board was infornmed that materials contam nated

with mustard and nerve agents nay have been dunped in M.LF. Previous conments to include this
information in the 3rd sentence of this paragraph were not incorporated accordingly. APG s response to
our previous comments note the follow ng sentence which acknow edges the use of chem cal weapons on
the peninsula. This is not the same, and the text should note the possibility that nmaterials
contamnated with CW nay be present in M.F. The inclusion of this informati on woul d be in agreenent
with the detection of chem cal warfare degradati on products in groundwater, as discussed on pages 5 &
6 of the proposed plan.

Response: APG has no records nor information that indicate chem cal agents were placed in the MF.
Since waste was received fromthe Edgewood Area, there is the possibility the substances contam nated
with chem cal warfare materiel may be present in MLF. Agent degradation conpounds were found in a
few wells supporting this possibility. (This information is in paragraph 22.1 of this ROD). These
degradati on products were inconsistently detected and only at very low levels in the environnent.
Based on the limted toxicity information avail able for these degradation products we believe themto
be present at |evels bel ow concern for public health and we feel that no further action is appropriate
at this site.

Comment 12: Page 6M2: Wth regard to the PAHs detected in sedinments, it was the Programin

Toxi col ogy' s understanding that the main ditch in question would require clean-up. The proposed plan
states that confirmati on sanpling only detected PAHs bel ow conpari son val ues, suggesting they may not
be addressed. If APGis choosing to leave this contamination in place, it should be clearly stated.



The Programin Toxi col ogy does not support such a decision, if this is the case.

Response: Confirmation sanpling detected PAHs bel ow conmpari son val ues. Therefore, there is no
requi renent and no plan for further action

Comment 13: Page 7M4: At the end of this paragraph, the text reads that "no radiol ogi cal conparison
paraneters were exceeded using the statistical upper confidence limt for sanples fromMF QU-2."
Wiile this is true, it should be stated for the record that there were a few sanpl es detected above
conparison criteria, in simlar fashion to discussion on previous pages regardi ng other classes of
conpounds. As stated in APG s responses to previous comrents, "there typically is no forward risk

cal cul ation performed on gross radiol ogi cal results because no specific radionuclide doses can be
estimated." This is, in fact, the main reason radiol ogi cal readings were not carried through the risk
assessnment process

Response: It is true that a few sanples had radi ol ogi cal results above conparison criteria but they
were shown to pose no statistically unacceptable risk.

Comment 14: Page 8M3: Previous TAG comments rai sed concerns regarding site-specific effects on

ecol ogi cal receptors versus cumul ative effects from ubiquitous conpounds such as DDT, and ot her
conpounds found in localized hot spots. In response, APG s states: "There is no clear methodol ogy to
determ ne cumul ative effects at this time. However, the Arny is performing a river study in and around
APG to assess possible contami nant inputs fromAPG In general, a site-w de evaluation of the
ubi qui tous pesticide issue is proposed.” Such open information regardi ng previously voiced concerns,
as well as the limtations of ecol ogical assessnents and ongoi ng and proposed APG investi gations,
shoul d be included. It would certainly enhance the working relationship that the IRP and the APGSCC
strive toward

Response: APG acknowl edges the statement and concerns and al ways work with APGSCC on the
approach to assessnment of the ubiquitous DDT contani nation

Comment 15: Page 8M4: Al references to the future resident scenario have been renoved fromthis
version, even though it was reported in the previous version that the hypothetical resident cancer
risk for ingestion of shallow groundwater would be 3 in 10,000, and the noncarci nogeni c hazard i ndex
for the hypothetical resident would be 30 (both in exceedence of the levels accepted by the EPA)
This woul d becone relevant if APGis ever placed on the BRAC list and targeted for closure

consi dering the down-sizing that has taken place in the last 15 years, this cannot be ruled out. The
elimnation of this informati on nay be acceptable to the regulatory authorities, but this type of
information is pertinent to the long-termtracking of this site, and should be included in this
record.

Response: APG acknow edges the stated concern. However, the MLF area's future use is classified as
mlitary/industrial and not residential. If APGis ever closed under the BRAC program the established
BRAC cl ean-up criteria for base closure will be inplenented, based upon the determ ned use of the area
at that tine.
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